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7330-7/1700A3
_anorable Eva M. Clayton
House of Representatives APR 1 2 '993
House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515 EDER&FWEMGNT’%@ETWW

Dear Congresswoman Clayton:

This is in reply to your letter of February 4, 1993, in which you inquired on
behalf of your constituent, Walter J. Pleier, regarding the Notice of Proposed
Rule Making (Notice) in PR Docket No. 92-235, 57 FR 54034 (1992). This Notice
proposes comprehensive changes to the Commission's Rules governing the private
land mobile radio services operating in the frequency bands below 512 MHz.

Those rules have been in place for over 20 years. While they have been

amended on numerous occasions since that time, they nonetheless embody

regulatorv conceots based on vestervear's technoloev and. unless chaneed. will
-

stifle the growth and development of private land mobile radio technology and

services, which are used primarily by local governments, public safety

entities, and businesses to enhance their productivity. The Commission issued

the Notice, therefore, to solicit comment from all interested persons on a

wide variety of proposals designed to increase channel capacity, to promote

more efficient use of these channels, and to simplify the rules governing use

of these channels.”

The proposals in the Notice reflect to a large extent concepts and proposals
submitted in the initial inquiry.stages of this proceeding. None of the
proposals set forth in the Notice, however, are engraved in stone. Indeed,
the proposals represent our best judgment at this stage of the proceeding on
steps that must be taken to improve the regulatory climate for users of the
private land mobile radio spectrum below 512 MHz., To this end, some of the
critical issues that must be resolved relate to channel spacing, the amount of
time provided to users to convert to new technical standards, how the 300 to
500 percent increase in channel capacity should be licensed, how the rules
should be written to provide users technical flexibility, and whether the
current nineteen radio services should be consolidated and, if so, how. I
have enclosed for your information a copy of that part of the Notice that
describes the numerous proposals.

Mr. Pleier is specifically concerned about the impact of these changes on
radio control (R/C) hobby users. Enclosed is a discussion paper concerning
our proposals for the 72-76 MHz band. In short, we expect there would be no

adverse impact on R/C operations because of any proposal contained in the
Notice.
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Ms. Lou Sizemore -
Office of Legislative Affairs
Federal Communications Comm1551on
1919 M Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Ms. Sizemore:

Attached is a copy of a 1ette' ;ecelved from my constituent, Walter
J. Pleier of Greenville, North Carolina. Mr. Pleier is concerned
over the proposal to insert commercial use frequencies between the
frequency bands assianed to aircraft controls on model airmlanes.

I would appreciate your rev1ew,of the attached and your having the
appropriate staff at FCC respond to Mr. Pleier's questions and
concerns. I will look forward to receiving a timely response which
I can share with my constituent.

With best regards, I am,

\%@%E
’ Sincerely,
<
AN
EVA M. CLAYTON

Member of Congress
EMC:nh
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January 25, 1993 ﬂj/)/
The Honorable Eva M. Clayton N) ,//,
U.S. House of Representative

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Ms. Clayton,

As a radio controlled airplane hobbyist, I am very much concerned
about the F.C.C. proposal to insert commercial use frequencies
between the frequency bands recently assigned to aircraft controls.
The recent (1991) assignment of the channels 11 thru 60 for
aircraft made the sport safer and less congested, giving more
hobbyists a chance to fly safely. We thank the F.C.C. for that
forgsight and concern. 2 model can weiagh 5 tn 55 ngunds aAnd a
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of control possibly causing injury or property damage while the
expensive model is also destroyed. An example of the new frequency
placement proposed by NPRM-PR docket 92-235 follows:

Model channel 14 72.070 MHZ
New insert 72.0725 MHZ
New insert 72.0775 MHZ
Present Commercial 72.080 MHZ
New insert 72.0825 MHZ
New insert 72.0875 MHZ
Model channel 15 72.090 MHZ

Our R/C aircraft transmitters have an output of 1/2 to 3/4 watts
while the commercial channels will be using outputs up to several
watts. The R/C planes, flying several hundred feet in the air,
could be hit by signals from miles away or maybe even from a car
phone in our own parking lot. You can see from the above chart
there is little room for error in the commercial transmitters or
our receivers. In fact the tolerances allowed would put some of
the inserts directly on our frequencies, rendering ours useless.
The only remedy would be for the R/C flyer to buy new equipment and
fly less often. It would be much safer to maintain the .010 (ten
thousandthis) separatiocn we now have.

Please use your influence to prevent the use of the proposal
inserts. Thank you.

Respectfully yours,

Y Lt 2 1 1




